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ABSTRACT 
 
Increasing awareness of environmental issues has fostered greater interest in firms that reduce 
detrimental environmental impacts (Dean & McMullen 2007). This research reports preliminary 
findings from the CAUSEE study, which provides a unique opportunity to explore the processes and 
outcomes of green sustainability firms and the extent to which they differ from firms without a 
sustainability focus. The research indicates green firms are established by a team of serial rather than 
novice entrepreneurs, who establish their businesses based on business ideas, rather than just a decision 
to start a business, and focus on products for local and international markets. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
Whilst much of the literature and media focus on examples of sustainability practices of large firms, 
nascent and young sustainability firms have only recently begun generating strong research and policy 
interest (Shepherd, Kuskova and Patzelt 2009): not only for their potential to generate above average 
financial performance and returns owing to a greater popularity and demand towards sustainability 
products and services offerings, but also for their intent to lessen environmental impacts, and to 
provide a more accurate reflection of the ―true cost‖ of market offerings, taking into account carbon 
and environmental impacts.  There are thus good reasons to learn more about this important category 
of firm. Furthermore, Hillary (2000) suggests that because small and medium enterprises actually form 
the backbone of a nation‘s economy and that relatively little is known about their responses and 
approaches to environmental issues, it is essential research should be undertaken in this area.  
 
However, because of the relative newness of green and sustainability within the entrepreneurship 
literature, the amount of systematic, research-based knowledge about them is limited. Therefore, in this 
paper we aim to contribute a brief overview of literature which discusses sustainable entrepreneurship 
and a detailed descriptive analysis of emerging and young green firms businesses in Australia.   
 
This paper investigates an area of growing interest, sustainable entrepreneurship, or enterprises ehcih 
generate environmental as well as economic value. Using a unique data set and the findings of the first 
wave of data analysis of a large longitudinal study, this paper extends our current knowledge of the 
characteristics and activities of sustainable enterprises which have been established within the last five 
years, proving a baseline of information which will be examined over time with each wave of data 
collection and analysis. 
Background 
When studying green nascent or very young firms, the first challenge becomes the definition of what 
―green/sustainability‖ is and the application of this term to specific industries.  Green firms can be 
characterized in a multitude of ways (Schaper 2005) and a myriad of conceptualizations exist regarding 
what it means to practice green management (Haden, Oyler and Humphries 2009). At the core of the 
green entrepreneurship literature is traditional notions and use of large firm tools including corporate 
social responsibility (CSR) and triple bottom line as measurement for acting green and how it affects 
firm performance.  However, the use of these tools may not be appropriate in all contexts: young and 
nascent firms face dissimilar business environments and experience multiple constraints during firm 
development (Shepherd et al 2000).   
 
In defining sustainability and green firms, some consider something as simple as the incorporating a 
recycling program or implementing double sided printing programs as being green, while others argue 
that more specific greater impact green practices are needed in order to be recognised as a green 
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organization.  Green behaviours can range along a continuum from something as ―simple and basic 
environmentally-friendly programs that prevent further harm, to complex and demanding strategic 
initiatives that help to restore the environmental damage that has been done in the past‖ (Haden et al 
2009:1042).  Further, some evaluate sustainable entrepreneurs simply as one category of entrepreneurs 
with little difference between them and traditional entrepreneurs (Dees, 1998). Other research 
recognises values-based sustainable enterprises requiring a unique perspective (Parrish, 2005). Some 
see the environmental or sustainable entrepreneurship is a subset of social entrepreneurship (Cohen & 
Winn, 2007; Dean & McMullen, 2007) whilst others see it as a separate, distinct theory (Archer 2009). 
Archer used Schumpeter‘s five categories of ―new combinations‖ rather than the Kirznerian view of 
what happens in markets, to some extent ignoring Davidsson‘s (2003) explicit definition of 
entrepreneurship as a social phenomenon consisting of ―behaviours that drive the market process‖. 
 
Dean & McMullen (2007) describe sustainable entrepreneurship as ―the process of discovering, 
evaluating and exploiting economic opportunities that are present in market failures which detract from 
sustainability including those that are environmentally relevant‖ (Dean & McMullen 2007: 58).  
 
Increasing focus has shifted towards green firms and their contributions to the economy: not only 
through the plethora of smaller lifestyle firms that offer green and organic products and services but 
also those green firms that develop highly innovative offerings in that have the potential to contribute 
above average returns in both sales and employment (Acs 2008).  Federal Government spent 2.03 
billion dollars in 2008-09 budget to achieve environmental targets within the economy (DEWHA 
2009).  Often new and young firms are recipients of government funding and are influenced by 
legislation that continues to open new markets through green programs including building retrofits and 
rebates (e.g. the current green loan program). Unpacking what green entrepreneurship is can be 
complex undertaking but critical if we are to begin to value their role in society. 
 
One critical conceptual dimension used to classify green firms is their identification of green values in 
defining their firm and using this as a core component of their market position and in aiding in their 
competitive advantage in the marketplace (Gerlach 2002). These firms are developed with 
consideration of environmental, economic and social sustainability issues for business practice and 
place greater weight on the environmental issues and offerings (Herremans and Reid, 2002).  
 
Sustainable entrepreneurship or Social entrepreneurship or Ecopreneurship 
 
Entrepreneurship through an environmental lens has been defined as ecopreneurship (Shaltegger 2002) 
where ecopreneurs embody the combination of strong environmental and social values with an 
energetic entrepreneurial attitude. Ecopreneurship defined in a narrow sense deals with a start-up of a 
very innovative company supplying environmental products and services (Schaltegger 2002: 47-48), or 
who strive for more business success through environmental solutions. 
 
Ecopreneurship is increasingly important as an area of business activity (Schaper, 2005). Enterprises 
which are established with focus on sustainability have been described as being engaged in 
environmental entrepreneurship (Schaper, 2005) and as green entrepreneurs or eco-entrepreneurs. 
Ecopreneurship is an extremely complicated phenomenon to define‘ (Schaper, 2005: 10). and difficult 
to identify and measure. Walley & Taylor (2002) describe four ideal types of green entrepreneurs: 
innovative opportunist, Visionary champions, ethical mavericks and ad-hoc entrepreneurs. The 
characteristics of ecopreneurial activity – entrepreneurial in some shape or form – undertake business 
ventures which involve a measure of risk, must identify a feasible business opportunity develop and 
executive it and oversee its growth; their commercial activities have an overall positive effect n the 
natural environment new environmental impact is positive; intentionality personal belief systems of 
ecopreneurs set of values and aspirations.  
 
Isaak (2002) differentiates between green business (moving an existing firm towards environmental 
responsibility) and green-green businesses (a business designed in process and product to be green as a 
start-up). An example of a green business would be the ―The 3 Ps Pollution Prevention Pays 
undertaken by the 3M company, which in 1975 saved the company over $750 million as a result of 
reformulating products and processes and recycling‖ (Isaak 2002: 14). In contrast, ―Ideal type of eco-
preneur is defined as a one who creates green-green businesses in order to radically transform the 
economic sector in which he or she operates; committed to sustainability want to make a social 
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statement not just money. Familiar examples are Ben & Jerry‘s, The Body Shop, The Honey-bee 
Network‖. 
 
Cohen, Smith & Mitchell (2008) investigated the dependent variables in entrepreneurship research in 
the Journal of Business Venturing, and developed a typology of entrepreneurship dependent variables 
which included economic, environmental and social value. In their analysis, there were no published 
articles which examined sustainability entrepreneurship. Recent research on socially responsible 
entrepreneurs includes firms established around sustainability (Choi & Gray, 2008; Neck, Brush & 
Allen, 2009) suggesting that such entrepreneurs can be examined within a broaden landscape of social 
entrepreneurs.  
The Comprehensive Australian Study of Entrepreneurial Emergence (CAUSEE) is the largest study of 
new firm formation ever undertaken in Australia. The CAUSEE  study aims to uncover the factors that 
initiate, hinder and facilitate the process of emergence and development of new, independent firms. 
This is achieved by following the development of two, large samples of early stage business ventures: 
Nascent Firms; i.e., efforts that are under way but have not yet become operating businesses, and 
Young Firms, that is, firms that started trading in 2004 or later. For the purposes of this paper , data 
from the nascent entrepreneurs and the young firms have been combined. 
The founders of these firms were taken through a comprehensive telephone interview about the state 
and development of their start-ups. The project will follow the development of these nascent and 
young firms over a four year period. CAUSEE is the first large-scale, longitudinal study of emerging 
businesses in Australia to employ the novel and rigorous methodology of capturing emerging firms and 
following them over time that was first developed for the Panel Study of Entrepreneurial Dynamics 
(PSED) in the US (Gartner, Shaver, Carter, & Reynolds, 2004). For more background on CAUSEE, 
see Davidsson, Steffens, Gordon and Reynolds (2008) and references therein. 
The CAUSEE study provides a unique opportunity to explore the processes and early outcomes of 
green start-ups and the extent to which they differ from non-green start-ups. This paper presents some 
initial analyses using the first wave of survey data that describe some interesting and important 
information about green start-ups. 
CAUSEE RESEARCH DESIGN 
 
We use data from The Comprehensive Australian Study of Entrepreneurial Emergence 
(CAUSEE). CAUSEE aims to understand the relationships and the interactions of the venture creation 
process, resources, the opportunity, the environment and resulting firm outcomes (ref figure 1).  
CAUSEE employs the firm or ―venture‖ as the focal level of analysis. This means, for example, 
that years of experience is calculated across all founders for team start-ups, and that the presence of 
this or that education or experience based knowledge means that any member of the founding team has 
it; not necessarily the respondent. 
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While relying on data collected from (one of) the founder(s), CAUSEE seeks to evaluate 
these processes at the firm level. This is why no ―box‖ labelled ―Individual‖ appears in Figure 1: from 
a firm level perspective the knowledge and motivation of the founder(s) represents resources at the 
venture‘s disposal. Therefore, CAUSEE positions the founders and founding teams as one of the 
important resources that determine the fate of the venture. This is unlike much research in venture 
creation that evaluates the individual or founding teams (Liao and Welsch 2004; Shane and 
Venkataraman 2000; Shaver 1995.) Further details on the study are presented in Davidsson et al. . 
  
METHOD 
Full length interviews were completed by more than 1000 firms and this data was used in our 
analyses. Similar to recent work by Archer (2009), we used content analysis techniques on firm titles, 
descriptions and product descriptions provided by respondents to locate the green sustainability firms. 
Two independent coders used a predefined codebook developed from our review of the sustainability 
entrepreneurship literature (Cohen et al. 2009) to evaluate the content based on terms such as 
―sustainable‖ ―eco-friendly‖ ―renewable energy‖ ―environment‖ amongst others.  The inter-rater 
reliability was checked and the Kappa‘s co-efficient was found to be within the acceptable range 
(0.746).  85 firms fulfilled the criteria given for inclusion in the sustainability cohort.   
Sample Characteristics 
Table 1. Sample description 
 Nascent and Young Firms 
 Green Firms Other 
Gender (female) 28 43 
Uni education (1 or more of owners have), % 52 36 
Prior start-up experience, % 86 48 
Concurrent Businesses 54 26 
Management experience, (median yrs) 20 10 
Industry experience (median yrs) 15 10 
Parent‘s Owned a Business 60 55 
Expected revenue in 5 years (median) 1 000 000 125 000 
Exp. No. of employees in 5 yrs (med.) 6 3 
Max growth pref. to manageable size, % 51 20 
Sees R&D spending as major priority, % 75 33 
Perceives firm as high-tech, % 51 28 
Has applied for IP protection, % 29 9 
Novelty in venture idea (12 pt. scale) mean 5.57 3.08 
Industry: Agriculture, % 17 5 
Industry: Retailing, % (not criterion) 17 16 
Industry: Business consulting, % 14 13 
Industry: Manufacturing, % 11 7 
Industry: Communications, % 3 6 
 
Table 1 gives an overview of the characteristics of green and non-green start-ups and reports 
some of the differences between these start-ups. More founders of green start-ups have higher tertiary 
education (52 percent greens vs. 36 percent non-greens), are more likely to have prior start-up 
experience (84 percent greens vs. 48 percent non-green), with more extensive experience in both 
management (20 percent greens vs. 10 percent non-greens) and industry (15 percent greens vs. 10 
percent non-greens). Green start-ups are largely focused on products (71 percent green vs. 37 percent 
non-green start-ups), appear to have higher technological sophistication, perceiving their firms to be 
high tech (51 percent greens vs. 28 percent non-greens), with spending on R&D as a priority (75 
percent greens vs. 33 percent non-greens), and with higher levels of application for intellectual 
property protection (29 percent greens vs. 9 percent non-greens). 
Furthermore, founders of green start-ups are not only involved in new enterprises; they are also 
more involved in concurrent businesses (54 percent greens vs. 26 percent non-green start-ups). 
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Like non-green start-ups in this survey, green start-ups largely originate from families where a 
parent owned a business (60 percent greens vs. 55 percent non-greens), but they appear more 
ambitious in terms of the expected revenue from their firms (1million greens vs. 125,000 non-greens) 
and the number of employees in the near future, with higher aspirations in terms of percentage of firms 
which aim for maximum growth (51 percent greens vs. 28 percent non-greens).  Founders of green 
start-ups tend to older than founders of non-green start-ups, with more baby-boomers and pre baby 
boomers (74% greens vs. 47% non-green firms) with fewer founders from Generation X and 
Generation Y (26 percent of greens vs. 53 percent non-greens). 
The founders of green start-ups claim the novelty of their venture idea is at a higher degree than 
non-green start-ups (5.57 greens vs. 3.08 non-greens), with activity in agriculture, retailing, business 
consulting and manufacturing. The focus on agriculture as an industry context may lead to discussion 
of important relevant characteristics. 
RESULTS 
 
Green businesses are largely formed by teams. 
Previous research has largely dismissed the notion that entrepreneurs act as sole agents. PSED 
research showed that 50 percent or more of  ―nascent entrepreneurs‖ in a random sample, work in a 
team (Delmar & Davidsson, 2000; Ruef, Aldrich, & Carter, 2003.) However, the notion of team 
includes ‗life partners‘ and Ruef et al. (2003) showed that a large proportion of ―start-up teams‖ 
consist of romantic partners creating life style businesses. While the highly educated, functionally well 
balanced team with high growth aspirations may be a very common phenomenon empirically 
(Timmons, 1990) a large proportion of the teams creating enterprises does not conform to the textbook 
norm (Ruef et al. (2003). 
 
However, the founders of green businesses in the CAUSEE data to a considerable extent do 
match the textbook image of entrepreneurial teams. A full 63 percent of green firms are founded by 
such teams, while only 47 percent of the non-green young firms are established by non spouse teams. 
This is a very sizeable difference. In contrast, the proportion of spouse teams is lower among greens 
(14 percent green vs. 20 percent non-greens). Table 2 summarises some of these differences in 
founding teams. 
 
Table 2.  Prevalence of team start-ups 
 
 Nascent and Young Firms  
 Green Other 
Started by a team rather than single founder, % 63 47 
Started by non-spouse team, % 49 27 
Started by spouse team, % 14 20 
 
 
Previous research on technopreneurial teams suggests that teams will have more human 
capital than a single founder (Shrader & Siegel, 2007: Wright, Hmieleski, Siegel & Ensley, 2007).  
The availability of multiple diverse resources from a start-up team can provide a richer and stronger 
basis for new ventures. 
 
Green start-ups begin with idea for business 
   
Research into firm formation described two approaches; entrepreneurial opportunistic search 
largely focused on external stimulants to establish a venture and an alternative process problemistic 
search or internally stimulated research was also found to be common (Bhave, 1994). In this second 
model it is a specific opportunity rather than a long nurtured dream that triggers the decision to found a 
firm. Consequently, no search for alternative business ideas is involved; either a start-up is attempted 
around the one, triggering opportunity or no start-up is attempted.   
 
In a previous report, CAUSEE data suggest the latter, ―business idea as trigger‖ process is 
much more common than is the sequence where the decision to start a business comes first (Davidsson 
et al., 2008.) As shown in Table 3, somewhat surprisingly the green founders even more emphasise the 
idea rather than the wish to start a business as the trigger.   
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Table 3.  Trigger of start-up process 
 
 Nascent and Young Firms 
 Green Other 
The specific idea for the business came first 57 40 
The decision to start a business came first  6 20 
Both together 37 36 
Green start-ups appear to be more often initiated when the entrepreneur identifies or is 
exposed to a promising business opportunity rather than entrepreneurs determined to start a business 
and searching or new possibilities. To some extent, the idea for the business may have emerged from 
the opportunity identification process, enhanced by prior experience of establishing businesses and 
extensive industry experience.  
Another factor found to be significant in this study of green and non-green firms is the high 
amount of participation number of active partners and owners in the business, illustrated in Table 4. 
 
Table 4: A Number of Active Owners 
 
 Nascent and Young Firms 
Number of Active Owners Green Other 
Partner has no active role 9 21 
Partner has active role 36 69 
More than one other owner has active role in business 55 11 
 
This picture of active involvement of team members and owners and their engagement the green 
enterprise may indicate the importance of investigating green entrepreneurship focus on business 
growth (51 percent) while 49 percent of green firms focus on the ‗size of business we can manage‘. 
Similar to previous studies of entrepreneurship, these results should be interpreted, keeping in mind the 
high levels of experience and parallel running of other businesses of the green founders.  
 
The process of entrepreneurship can take two forms (Bhave, 1994), or two routes for a previous non-
entrepreneur to switch to self-employment. Some nurture a dream of running their own business; 
actively seek and evaluate opportunities for doing so, and eventually take the leap when they have 
found an attractive enough business opportunity. Others have no intention to become self-employed 
but drift into that when they stumble over an opportunity that makes this a logical career choice.  
 
The CAUSEE data seem to suggest that often neither of these apply for green start-ups. 
Rather, we are dealing with experienced entrepreneurs who are not determined to start another 
business or actively looking for opportunities to do so. They may instead be fully occupied with other 
ventures or having intended to retire. However, when coming across an opportunity that appears 
attractive they are willing to give it a go. Importantly, if this interpretation is correct it also means that 
they will be quite willing to give it up if it does not seem to deliver on the initial promise (cf. Gimeno, 
Folta, Cooper, & Woo, 1997.) This is unlike novice founders of start-ups with lower potential who 
may cling to the not-so-promising start-up. Future waves of CAUSEE data collection will show 
whether green founders are more prone to terminate the start-up attempt.‖ 
 
Green ventures perceive they have strong competitive advantages  
  
Parts of the CAUSEE data collection takes the Resource-Based View (RBV) as its vantage 
point (see, e.g., Barney & Arikan, 2001.)  This theoretical perspective holds that the key to competitive 
success lies in the creation, identification and exploitation of the firm‘s unique sustainable resource 
advantages.  
  
Considering their larger infusions of human and financial capital it may be viewed as self-
evident that green firms would report more perceived competitive advantages. However, for at least 
two reasons – one methodological and one substantive – such a result is not obvious. The 
methodological reason is that more experience founders – which green founders are – may be more 
realistic about their advantages and disadvantages relative to competition and therefore report less 
exaggerated responses.  
 
As shown in Table 4a, the green start-ups report more resource advantages than do non-
greens. We also note that the high averages may indicate considerable optimism in both groups. 
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Considering characteristics reported earlier it is not surprising that green founders report more 
advantages in terms of product uniqueness, and technical expertise. The marketing advantage is not 
surprising given the greens reported marketing experience. However, considering that the competition 
may be large firms, it is somewhat surprising that this perceived advantage is of similar magnitude as 
those others just reported. Conversely, flexibility, a potential source of competitive advantage, is a 
typical small/new firm advantage.  
 
As regards sustainability of the firm‘s advantage, a large difference was found for the 
perceived degree of difficulty for other firms to imitate the focal firm‘s key advantage. However, this 
difference is to be expected considering the higher frequency of IP protection among green start-ups. 
The higher reading on difficulty to overcome key disadvantage requires further investigation. 
 
Table 4a.  Perceived resource advantages  
  
  Nascent and Young Firms 
  Green Other 
 Uniqueness of Produce / Service 4.56 4.16 
 Marketing  4.02 3.73 
 Technical Expertise  4.33 3.97 
Cost advantages  4.14 3.79 
 Flexibility 4.57 4.35 
 Use of Networks 4.66 3.88 
 Difficulty of other firms to copy key advantage 3.75 2.80 
 Difficulty to overcome key disadvantage 3.62 2.80 
 Note: All entries refer to group averages on 5-point scales. 
 
Green businesses and getting started   
 
An important part of the CAUSEE questionnaire investigates what ―gestation activities‖ have 
already been undertaken. The data here includes both nascent and young firms and that may benefit 
from further analysis.  These results are reported in Table 5.  
 
Table 5.  Completion of gestation activities  
 
 Nascent and Young Firms 
Gestation Activity (% “yes”) Green Other 
Activities with higher completion rate for Greens 
Business formally registered 62 53 
Legal form established 82 62 
Marketing efforts commenced 55 50 
Proprietary technology developed  31 10 
Applied for IP protection  29 9 
Prepared written business plan 70 66 
Competitor analysis 90 61 
Assessed market opportunity-customer discussion? 83 76 
Financial projections 53 45 
Assessed regulatory requirements 86 56 
Opened bank account 48 38 
Sought external funding 37 16 
Established supplier credit 31 21 
Started work full time for venture (any founder) 55 36 
Hired employee(s) 28 12 
Retained accountant 52 44 
Retained lawyer 38 15 
Contacted assistance organisation (ditto) 38 33 
Joined business network (ditto)  17 12 
Joined online business community 28 19 
Business contactable via phone and/or email 86 72 
Functioning website 28 19 
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Purchased/leased major equipment/facilities 62 47 
Received income 63 46 
Activities with lower or equal completion rate for greens 
Joined trade association (for this start-up) 10 15 
Registered for ABN 59 62 
Registered for GST 31 34 
Registered for PAYG 10 15 
Product/service ready for sale 35 52 
Received external funding 50 55 
Attended business class (for this start-up) 35 45 
Arranged liability insurance 24 29 
 
 
These results clearly show that green start-ups have on average completed more activities 
than non-greens. The activities which show distinct strength include registering the business formally, 
retaining an accountant and lawyer, completing competitor analysis and assessing market opportunity. 
The green firms may have benefitted from the extensive prior start-up experience and concurrent 
business engagement of founders. 
 
The performance of green start-ups presents a mixed message. The data show that the green start-ups 
have reached some of the milestones that are, arguably, the most essential for reaching an operational 
stage such as generating income and acquisition of major equipment/facilities, but have not yet 
completed getting the product/service ready for sale, or arranging liability insurance to the extent of 
non-green firms.  All in all, this analysis demonstrates that green start-ups may be more mixed in their 
plans for future size of business. The majority of green start-ups (51.4 percent greens) want the new 
business to be as large as possible while a second group (48.6 percent greens) want the business to be a 
size they can manage themselves. 
 
Green firms start-ups funding patterns are not as distinct as one could expect 
 
We have noted above that much more money has been invested in the average green start-up 
than in its non-green counterpart. In this section we take a closer – albeit still somewhat cursory – look 
at the funding patterns for green and non-green start-ups. More specifically, Table 6 reports what 
percentage in each sub-group uses a range of alternative sources of funding at all, either as a minor or a 
major source of funding.  
 
Table 6.  Sources of funding 
  
 Nascent and Young Firms 
Funding source (% using as minor or major source) Green Other 
Personal savings 97 78 
Personal credit card 57 45 
Money from another business that the founders‘ also own 26 9 
Government grants 11 6 
Delayed payment terms from suppliers 23 16 
Advance payment from customers 6 18 
Loans from family members 23 11 
Loans from friends, employers or colleagues 6 5 
Founders‘ personal secured-bank loans 23 16 
Founders‘ other personal loans, overdraft or other credit facilities 
from a bank  
14 15 
Secured bank loans to the business itself 6 9 
Other loans, overdraft or other credit facilities from a bank to the 
business itself 
11 7 
Loans from any other organisation to the business itself 3 5 
Equity from family members 17 2 
Equity from friends, employers or colleagues 12 1 
Equity from other private investors (―business angels‖) 9 1 
Equity from Venture Capital firms or any other organisations  50 7 
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There are number of important factors from this analysis that we find particularly interesting. 
Personal savings and personal credit card are strongly used by both start-ups. First, green start-ups use 
money from the founder‘s other businesses, loans from family members and delayed payment from 
suppliers. Second, bank loans such as personal loans and overdraft facilities and equity from family 
members, friends and colleagues and venture capital firms are also sources of funding for green 
businesses.  Third, many sources of funding are used by 20 percent or less of the members in any 
either group. Finally, it is worth pointing out that green start-ups obtain equity from venture capital 
firms and business angels are involved in a significant number of cases and also receive some funding 
from government grants 
  
For many other funding sources, the green vs. non-green differences must be judged surprisingly small 
given the vastly different characteristics of the two groups (see Table 1 and surrounding text). This is 
perhaps particularly pronounced for bank products. Although this analysis is too coarse-gained to 
establish this with any certainty, the limited use of bank products for start-ups in general, and the 
similarity of use by greens and non-greens, may reflect that banks are not capitalizing on the start-up 
business market to the extent that they could, and that they may not be segmenting that market 
effectively in their efforts to serve it. This speculation, of course, is assuming that this market could at 
all be attractive for an actor that has the asymmetrical share in upside gain vs. downside risk that is 
typical for a lender.   
 
Green start-ups use a broader range of funding sources over time without favouring any particular 
source very strongly (Table 6a). Interestingly, this also include a non-trivial occurrence of equity and 
loans from friends and family, which sources are less used by non-green start-ups. 
  
Table 6a.  
 Nascent and Young Firms 
Mean number of funding / advice Sources Green Other 
Sources of funding (major or minor) 3.42 2.50 
Major sources of funding 1.65 1.35 
Sources of advice (major or minor) 6.40 4.47 
Major sources of advice 2.17 1.51 
 
Green firms obtain advice from customers, consultants and the market 
 
 We know that from characteristics of green start-ups (Table 1.), that green start-up firms have 
higher levels of human capital internally in the form of education and experience of the founders. 
Human capital and prior knowledge can shape the opportunity identification process (Shane, 2000; 
Shepherd & De Tienne, 2005).  But to what extent do they use of external competence?   
 
In a previous section it emerged that green firms to a much greater extent had already retained an 
accountant (52 vs. 44 percent) and/or a lawyer (38 vs. 15 percent). The contributions from the lawyer 
may be required for the greater technological developments, the greater monetary stakes involved in 
high tech firms and the higher incidence of applications for intellectual property protection in the green 
firms. Table 7 provides some further information regarding the use of external sources of advice 
among green and non-green start-ups. The table is structured in the same way as Table 6, above. That 
is, for each of a range of sources the proportion using it as either a minor or a major source of advice is 
indicated. 
 
Firms rely on advice from a number and variety of sources. Green start-ups appear to actively seek and 
receive advice from a large number of sources, not only from family members. Particular sources of 
advice are friends, employers or colleagues (80 percent greens vs. 60 percent non-greens), Board 
members, potential or actual customers, potential or actual suppliers, independent tax consultant and 
commercial consultants, and consultants from government agencies or not-for profit organisations, 
summarised in Table 7. 
 
The importance of advice from lawyers for green firms (40 percent vs. 20 percent non-greens) and its 
importance for IP protection for products had already been discussed. The slightly lower rate of advice 
from accountants (40 percent greens vs. 44 percent non-greens) may reflect business acumen for prior 
start-up and concurrent businesses. Bank staff members are also a noted source of advice (26 percent 
greens vs. 13 percent non-green). 
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The results show that the higher internal competence of green firms does not prevent them from also 
using external competence to a greater extent than non-greens, and may encourage seeking further 
information through their active networking and involvement on business networks previously noted. 
Where there are notable differences between the groups they tend to be in the direction of higher usage 
for green start-ups. Of particular interest is the relatively high sourcing of advice from internets, 
websites and other business media. This may indicate awareness of broader interests and alertness to 
international issues. 
 
Table 7.  Sources of advice 
 Nascent and Young Firms 
Source of advice  (% using as minor or major source) Green Other 
Family members 54 48 
Friends, employers or colleagues 80 61 
Board members other than those categories already mentioned 37 11 
Bank staff member 26 13 
Potential/actual customers  74 56 
Potential/actual suppliers 54 39 
Chartered accountant 40 44 
Lawyer 40 20 
Consultant at government agency or not-for-profit organisation 46 22 
Independent tax consultant 32 21 
Other commercial consultant 34 14 
Internet websites or communities 66 46 
Other business media (print & TV/radio) 57 37 
 
Another area where green start-ups appear to perform strongly is in relation to internationalisation. 
 
Green start-ups appear more internationally oriented 
 
 Table 8 shows that a large number of green start-ups perceive market opportunities abroad to 
be more attractive than those available in the domestic market. Their sales in foreign markets – in the 
case of intended sales – are also much higher than for non-green start-ups. 
Table 8.  Internationalisation   
 Nascent and Young Firms 
 Green Other 
Australian competitors operate internationally 65 53 
International opportunities more attractive than domestic, % 31 21 
Advantage Internet for Sales 65 48 
International Sales Difficulty Easy Somewhat easy 52 28 
Export directly to international customers 360E# 86 50 
Import Good / Services 360H# 32 25 
Exchange ideas in person with international colleagues 360I# 46 25 
Exchange ideas with international colleagues via phone, email or 
interne t360J# 
76 38 
Collect written or electronic information from abroad about 
developments relevant to industry 360K# 
82 49 
 
Overall green firms appear more internationally orientated in all respects. When analysing 
results collapsed across categories, green firms are almost twice as likely to exchange ideas and 
information with colleagues abroad, whether face-to-face or via phone email or internet.  
Collection of information from international (non-person) sources is also much more frequent in 
the green group (82 percent greens vs. 49 percent non-greens). Green start-ups are also more likely to 
be importers of goods and services (32 percent greens vs. 25 percent greens) and more than twice 
as likely to be exporters (86 greens vs. 50 non-greens), usually directly. 
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Relevance of prior education  
 
Green start-up firms demonstrated the importance of education in most areas, particularly in 
knowledge for product development and production, the exception being knowledge for service 
development and service delivery. This may be consistent with higher prior tertiary education, more 
extensive managerial and industry experience and perhaps more technological based education 
relevant to current or prior businesses. 
 
Table 9.  Relevance of Prior Education and Activities.  
 
 Nascent and Young Firms 
Education classes taken Green Other 
Sales, Marketing or Customer service 72 70 
Finance or accounting 69 54 
Administration/ Human Resource Management 72 61 
Knowledge for Product Development  72 60 
Knowledge for Service Development 70 72 
Knowledge Product Production  68 56 
Knowledge Deliver Services 60 75 
 
  
Contributions from work based experience 
 
Green start-ups emphasised the importance of work based experience for product development and 
product production as well as sales, marketing or customer service, finance or accounting, and 
administration / human resource management.  Areas where non-green firms demonstrated higher 
relevance of work experience include knowledge for service development and service delivery, 
summarised in Table 10. 
 
Table 10. Services 
 
 Nascent and Young Firms 
Education classes taken Green Other 
Sales, Marketing or Customer service 94 90 
Finance or accounting 77 68 
Administration/ Human Resource Management 89 83 
Knowledge for Product Development  84 68 
Knowledge for Service Development 70 86 
Knowledge Product Production  82 76 
Knowledge Deliver Services 70 89 
 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
In this exploratory research we have singled out a special category of business start-ups that is 
characterised by having a green or sustainability/environmental focus. We call this group of start-ups 
sustainable, environmental or green businesses.  
 
We compared the green start-ups with the majority of start-ups that do not meet our green 
criteria. Many of these non-green start-ups may excel on some individual criteria; however, in total 
they do not meet the criteria for inclusion with green firms. 
 
When we contrast the groups we find the following results: 
 Green start-ups are founded by teams. 
Green firms are very often founded by teams, in particular by non-spousal teams. This indicates that 
having a team rather than going solo may be a success factor for green start-ups (Feeser and Willard 
1990; Ensley Pearson and Amason 2002.)   
 
 Green start-ups have high human capital. 
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Green founders and their teams had more university level education, more prior start-up experience, 
longer management and industry experience and concurrent businesses. Green firms use multiple 
outside sources of information and advice to a greater extent than do non-green founders. 
 
 Green start-ups recognise enterprise opportunities. 
Green start-ups appear to be initiated by experienced entrepreneurs who respond to opportunities and 
who may not be engaged in a determined search for new opportunities to start another business, but 
who are willing to try it out when they happen to come across a promising opportunity. This pattern 
could also indicate that they are prone to give up the start-up effort if new information suggests it is 
less promising than first thought. 
 
 Green start-ups tend to be product rather than service focused and more technologically 
sophisticated. 
Green firms tend to be more focused on managing for growth with preference for maximum growth, 
focused on high tech, with a priority of ongoing research and development, and higher applications for 
IP protection.  
 
 Gestational performance of green firms  
We find mixed evidence regarding green businesses ability to get up and running compared to other 
non-green start-ups. These firms completed more ‗gestation activities‘, and being run by more 
experienced founders, have started to generate income and yet may take longer to have a product or 
service ready for sale.  
 
 Green firms use multiple sources of funding.  
Green firms have multiple sources of funding including personal savings and credit cards, family 
members and friends, personal bank loans, concurrent businesses, venture capital, government grants 
and business angels. It is also worth noting that venture capitalists and business angels are almost 
exclusively engaging with green rather than non-green businesses.  
 
 Green firms actively engage in internationalisation activities.  
Green start-ups find local and international sales relatively easy, are more attracted to international 
market opportunities, export directly to international customers and import goods and services. Green 
firms also exchange ideas with international colleagues via phone email or internet as well as face to 
face, and collect written or electronic information about developments relevant to industry. 
 
 Green start-ups consult with external advisors. 
Despite their higher internal levels of education and experience, green founders use outside sources of 
information and advice to a greater extent than do non-green founders. The largest relative green and 
non-green differences are found for the friends, employers, colleagues, potential or actual customers, 
potential or actual suppliers, consultants at government agencies or not-for-profit organisations, 
commercial consultants, internet websites  or communities business media (print & tv/radio), lawyer 
and Board members. 
 
 Green firms have a higher technological sophistication and focus on new products. 
The novelty of green venture is informed by their strategic analysis of competitors, assessment of 
market opportunities, and their international orientation and sales.  
 
 Green start-ups have distinct resource advantages 
Resource advantages of green firms are identified in relation to the uniqueness of product or service, 
marketing, technical expertise, flexibility, the use of networks and the difficulty of these firms to copy 
key advantage and their difficulty to overcome key disadvantage. Networks are invaluable for 
professional information and well as potential contracts. 
 
These findings are the preliminary results from the first wave for the CAUSEE study and represent 
just a glimpse of the rich academic and practice-orientated output that is expected from the project.  
They are the first steps in defining and developing an understanding of green start-up firms in 
Australia, and how they differ from the non green cohort that makes up the vast majority of the new 
firms created each year. Further fine grained analysis is predicted to develop a more nuanced picture of 
this important cohort and provide practical implications for Governments in the design of better 
conditions for the creation of green firms, firms who assist green firms in developing better advice and 
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programs in line with a better understanding of their needs and requirements, and individuals who may 
be considering becoming entrepreneurs in sustainability arenas. 
 
 
LIMITATIONS 
 
This research has some recognised limitations. The descriptors and characteristics of firms used to 
determine whether each firm has a sustainability focus were selected from information gathered from 
each firm. To some extent this sample may include Type 1 and Type 2 errors and the results are likely 
to be indicative rather than prescriptive, Currently, only one wave of data collection is available to 
analyse, hence the study is essentially a cross-sectional research design at the moment. Despite their 
limitations in drawing causal inferences, cross-sectional studies are common in empirical 
entrepreneurship research (Chandler & Lyon, 2001).  Whilst acknowledging this research only uses the 
first wave of a four year longitudinal study of nascent and young firms, it can still begin to provide 
initial analysis and suggest areas for further research.  
 
IMPLICATIONS 
 
This paper establishes that firms are being established with environmental purposes, where the 
majority of firms with a sustainability purpose are focused on maximising firm growth and 
international markets.  
 
The results for this paper are based on Wave one of the CAUSEE survey which has been completed 
and the data is available for analysis. It is expected that the findings will assist in beginning to develop 
an understanding of nascent and young firms that are driven to contribute to a society which is 
sustainable, not just from an economic perspective (Cohen et al 2008), but from an environmental and 
social perspective as well. The CAUSEE study provides an opportunity to compare the characteristics 
of sustainability entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial firms without a stated environmental purpose, 
which constitutes the majority of the new firms created each year, using a large scale novel 
longitudinal dataset.    The results have implications for Government in the design of better conditions 
for the creation of new business, firms who assist sustainability in developing better advice programs 
in line with a better understanding of their needs and requirements, individuals who may be 
considering becoming entrepreneurs in arenas and existing entrepreneurs make better decisions. 
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